Purpose of the Study: This study examines the effect of survey context on self-reported rates of personal fraud victimization, and explores if the effect is influenced by age and gender. Design and Methods: Participants (3,000 U.S. adults) were randomly assigned to 1 of the 3 versions of a fraud victimization questionnaire: questions about fraud were identical across conditions, however, the context varies. One questionnaire asked about crime, one about consumer buying experiences, and a third focused only on fraud. Results: Participants who were asked about fraud victimization in the context of crime reported significantly less victimization (p < .05) than those in the fraud-alone condition, yet the number of reports from those asked within the context of a consumer survey did not differ from the fraud-alone condition. The effect of the crime context interacted with age (p < .05), such that there was no effect of survey context for the middle age group (35-64), and a strong effect for younger (25)(26)(27)(28)(29)(30)(31)(32)(33)(34) and older (65 plus) adults. The combined effect of being female and older was associated with the greatest effect of crime context on self-reported fraud victimization. Implications: These findings inform the production of new surveys and guide the development of effective social and health policies.
Each year, millions of Americans are the victims of financial fraud, resulting in annual losses estimated to reach $50 billion (Deevy, Lucich, & Beals, 2012) . Personal fraud is commonly defined as "the deliberate intent to deceive with promises of goods, services, or other financial benefits that in fact do not exist or that were never intended to be provided" (Titus, Heinzelmann, & Boyle, 1995, p. 54) The impact of fraud is particularly concerning for vulnerable groups of the population such as older adults who are living on fixed incomes and are typically unable to recover from the deleterious effects of financial fraud. Although we know the problem is large, different sources of data have yielded a wide range of estimates of fraud prevalence. While most studies place past-year fraud prevalence at about 10% of the adult population (Anderson, 2004 (Anderson, , 2007 (Anderson, , 2013 estimates range from 4% (Holtfreter, Reisig, & Pratt, 2008) to 16.5% (Huff, Desilets, & Kane, 2010) depending on the survey population and what types of fraud are studied. In addition, the literature is mixed with respect to which age groups are more susceptible to financial fraud. Some studies find that fraud victims are more likely to be older adults (Pak & Shadel, 2011) , while other studies find that younger adults have higher prevalence rates (Anderson, 2013; Titus et al., 1995) .
Evidence from other research domains suggests that responses to surveys can be influenced by the context in which questions are asked. Factors such as the order and wording of the questions, the perceived purpose of the survey, and even the weather can influence how people interpret and respond to questions (Schwarz & Clore, 1983; Tourangeau, Rips, & Rasinski, 2000) . Measuring the prevalence of rape with self-report surveys, for example, is known to be affected by survey question wording and hypothesized to be influenced by the general context of the survey and reputation of the surveying organization (Fisher, 2009; Tourangeau & McNeeley, 2003) . Because self-report is the primary source of fraud prevalence data, a better understanding these "context effects" and how they impact older adults can help to reconcile some of the variability in fraud prevalence rates.
This study addresses variations in fraud reporting in an experimental survey design that examines differences in self-reported fraud victimization as a function of survey context. Further, it explores if and how age and gender affect the relationship between survey context and selfreported victimization rates.
Background
Although variations exist, we use Titus et al.'s (1995) definition of personal financial fraud, which entails "deliberately deceiving the victim with the promise of goods, services, or other benefits that are nonexistent, unnecessary, or never intended to be provided." This includes various forms of telemarketing and internet fraud, scams involving consumer goods and services, and investment and business schemes. In two common examples of consumer fraud, people pay to receive a "free" prize that is not awarded ("advance fee" or "prize promotion" fraud) or are billed for services that they did not request (unauthorized billing fraud). Personal investment fraud occurs when investors lose money in an investment opportunity that was either grossly misrepresented or never existed. Common investment scams include oil and gas schemes, penny stock fraud, and Ponzi schemes. Financial fraud can also occur outside of the consumer marketplace when fraudsters exploit supposed personal relationships with victims. In "grandparent scams," for example, fraudsters call older adults and pretend to be their grandchildren in need of immediate funds to resolve some sort of emergency. Similarly, in "romance or sweetheart scams," fraudsters (often in other countries) assume false identities and foster romantic relationships with victims that they will later exploit for money.
Financial fraud encompasses a wide range of scams, which makes prevalence measurement difficult. Nonetheless, in recent years, various agencies and researchers have conducted nationally representative surveys to estimate the percentage of the population that is defrauded each year.
Findings have been inconsistent. Estimates of general fraud victimization in the United States range from 4% (Holtfreter et al., 2008) to 16.5% (Huff et al., 2010) of the adult population. This variability is due to a variety of factors, including differences in sample populations, definitions of fraud, and question wording. In a 1995 nationally representative survey of 1,246 people by Titus et al., of the sample reported that they had been targets of at least one of the specific types of fraud studied. The attempts were successful for 48% of those targeted, resulting in an overall victimization rate of 15% of the sample. In 2004, the Federal Trade Commission (FTC) published findings from the first of three large-scale telephone surveys with nationally representative samples of U.S. adults aged 18 and older (the Consumer Fraud in the United States series) (Anderson, 2004 (Anderson, , 2007 (Anderson, , 2013 . The types of fraud examined in these studies include the more commonly reported consumer complaints in the FTC's database, such as fraudulent weight loss products, prize promotions, and work-at-home schemes. The first survey estimated that 11.2% of the adult population was victimized by one or more of the surveyed frauds in the previous year (Anderson, 2004) . The second large-scale study was conducted in 2005 and found that an estimated 13.5% of the adult population experienced the fraud types included in the survey (Anderson, 2007) . Most recently, the 2011 FTC survey estimates that 10.8% of U.S. adults (a total of 25.6 million consumers) were victimized by one or more types of fraud in 2011 (Anderson, 2013) .
According to the FTC surveys and several academic studies, older adults report lower aggregate levels of fraud victimization than younger adults (Anderson, 2004 (Anderson, , 2007 (Anderson, , 2013 Kerley & Copes, 2002; Schoepfer & Piquero, 2009; Titus et al., 1995; van Wyk & Mason, 2001 ). (For a recent review of this subject, see Ross, Grossmann, & Schryer, 2014) . For example, in the most recent FTC survey, those aged 45-54 were the most likely to have reported consumer fraud, with a victimization rate of 14.3%. In the same study, 9.1% of adults aged 55-64, 7.3% of adults aged 65-74, and 6.5% of adults aged 75 and older reported consumer fraud (Anderson, 2013) , Despite reporting less fraud overall, some evidence suggests that older adults are victimized by certain types of fraud at higher rates than any other group. For example, the most recent FTC survey found that consumers in the 64-74 years age group experienced the highest level of fraud in prize promotion scams. Several AARP studies with known victims also have found evidence that older adults may be more likely to be victimized by certain types of fraud, with the most recent study finding that victims of investment fraud, lottery fraud, and prescription drug or identity theft fraud were significantly older than the general population (Pak & Shadel, 2011) . Although studies based on known victims have smaller samples and assess fewer fraud types, because they are conducted with victims whose names were provided by legal authorities, they avoid sole reliance on self-report.
The Impact of Survey Context
Though exceptions exist, most academic studies of fraud prevalence ask direct questions about respondents' experiences with specific types of financial fraud. Sometimes these surveys include other questions about experience with traditional crime. Among other differences in survey design and questions wording, the FTC surveys ask respondents behavioral questions about their consumer experiences, some of which constitute fraud. Such variation in survey context may contribute to variation in prevalence estimates. Survey researchers have demonstrated that extraneous factors such as physical setting, survey titles, introductory texts, order of questions, and topics of prior items influence how respondents interpret and respond to questions (Schwarz & Clore, 1983; Tourangeau et al., 2000) . In a well-known example, the percentage of respondents who endorsed a general question in favor of abortion was significantly higher when that question preceded rather than followed a question about abortion when "there is a strong chance of a serious birth defect in the baby" (Schuman & Presser, 1981; Schuman, 1992) . Arguably, the most significant context effects are related to the semantic content and emotional salience of questions located early on in a survey (i.e., "prior questions") influencing the perceived scope of later questions, especially when the later questions are about attitudes or include situations that may be ambiguous (Tourangeau et al., 2000) . In addition to providing an interpretive framework for later questions, prior items may also influence later responses because of their effect on memory. Specifically, cues that reinstate the context in which an event was encoded aid in memory retrieval (Craik, 1994) . To offer a practical example, an enhanced screening section with several cues was used to improve self-reporting of criminal victimization during the 1980s redesign of the National Crime Victimization Survey (NCVS), the primary source of official victimization statistics in the United States (Kinderman, Lynch, & Cantor, 1997) .
Studies investigating the effect of survey design on selfreported sexual assault are especially informative when considering how survey context might affect self-reported fraud victimization. Indeed, there is ample evidence of how small differences in question phrasing can have significant effects on participants' self-reported sexual victimization (Abbey, Parkhill, Koss, & White, 2005; Fisher, 2009 ). In addition, based on studies comparing rape prevalence rates found in the NCVS to those found in other surveys of sexual experience, Tourangeau & McNeeley (2003) hypothesize that selfreported rape is influenced by the more general context of the NCVS and the reputation of the surveying organization. The NCVS asks multiple questions about serious crime, and because it is conducted by an official agency, it may send a signal to respondents that they should value specificity over comprehensiveness and limit their responses of sexual victimization to a narrow definition of criminal incidents. Even when a survey seeks to gain information about incidents that are not typically seen as serious crimes, respondents may fail to answer the questions if context cues lead them to assume a narrower scope than the survey intends.
The Role of Demographic Variables
Few researchers have investigated what personal or demographic characteristics promote context effects, but it is reasonable to expect that age and gender are important. From a theoretical perspective, older adults, and older women in particular, may be especially sensitive to the effects of some survey contexts. Cognitive and emotional changes in older adulthood may play a role in how context shapes evaluative judgments. The term "positivity effect" was coined to describe the phenomenon that occurs as people age in which their attention shifts to a focus on positive stimuli (Carstensen & Mikels, 2005) . Older adults tend to interpret experiences more favorably than do younger adults, and to pay less attention to negative stimuli (Charles & Carstensen, 2008) . Considering the "crime" context discussed earlier, such preferences in memory and attention for positive information may enhance the tendency to under-report fraud in a crime context in particular, by influencing older adults' willingness to self-identify as the victim of a criminal act. In addition, a particular focus on older women is warranted because women live longer than men and widows are frequent targets for several types of scams, including romance scams, bogus lotteries, and prize promotion fraud (Deevy et al., 2012) .
If survey context has a differential effect based on age, this may help to explain the mixed evidence surrounding the relationship between age and fraud victimization. It is interesting that studies of known victims provide evidence that many respondents who have been identified as fraud victims by authorities nonetheless fail to self-identify as victims when asked in surveys, and that this self-report error increases with age (Pak & Shadel, 2011) . It is plausible that the relationship between age and under-reporting contributes to the comparatively low rates of fraud found for older adults.
The Current Study
Given the broad and often ambiguous definitions of fraud utilized in survey research, it is likely that fraud reporting is an area that may be susceptible to context effects. Yet, to our knowledge, no work has assessed whether, and to what extent, survey context affects self-reported rates of fraud victimization. This study is designed to explicitly test if survey "context"-defined as the survey title, stated purpose, and a set of six prior items-has an effect on selfreporting of fraud victimization, and whether these effects differentially impact older adults, and older women in particular. The study uses an experimental design to compare self-reported fraud victimization among three different versions of a self-report survey. A basic fraud victimization survey was modified to have the presentation of a crime survey in one context, the presentation of a consumer buying experience survey in another context, and remained only questions about fraud in a third context. We consider the effects of the two experimental contexts relative to the fraud-alone survey. Our study is guided by two research questions:
1. How does survey context impact self-reported fraud victimization? 2. How does the effect of survey context vary by age and gender?
With respect to our first question, we hypothesize that survey context will affect fraud reporting. While some research on rape prevalence suggests that the crime context could result in subjects using a narrower definition of financial fraud and, consequently, reporting fraud at lower rate, we do not believe that the current state of research warrants a directional hypothesis. As such, we are testing the nondirectional hypothesis that the crime context affects self-reported fraud victimization rates. It is conceivable that the consumer context could result in subjects using a more expanded definition of financial fraud and therefore report more fraud. However, even less evidence exists to suggest a directional hypothesis for this context, so again, we are testing the nondirectional hypothesis that the consumer context affects fraud reporting rates. Similarly, given the dearth of existing literature on the topic, our second research question is exploratory in nature. We tentatively hypothesize that the effect of survey context will vary by age and gender.
Methods

Participants
A core sample of 3,000 U.S. adults aged 25 and older was drawn from an established online panel consisting of millions of individuals who were recruited to join the panel and received monetary incentives in exchange for participating in surveys. Nonprobability quota sampling was used to recruit a sample approximately reflecting the 2010 Census distribution for Census region, age, and ethnicity. Ages ranged from 25 to 95, with a mean age of 49.7 years (SD = 15.02). The sample was 49% male and 51% female. A majority of respondents were white (63.3%), 14.1% were black, 14.5% were Hispanic, and 8.1% were "other" (Asian/Pacific Islander, Native American/Alaska Native, and self-identified other.) Education levels ranged from those who had not completed high school (2.3%) to those with graduate degrees (12.1%), with 23.1% completing high school, 31.0% completing some college, and 31.5% completing a 4-year degree.
Study Design
The survey was conducted over a 2-week period in December 2013. Three subsamples were matched on age, gender, and ethnicity. Participants were then randomly assigned to one of three experimental conditions that differed only in the version of the questionnaire they received. All three questionnaires began with same set of demographic and behavioral questions and ended with an identical set of questions about fraud victimization, but the versions differed in "context," defined as the survey title, stated purpose, and a set of priming questions immediately preceding the fraud battery. The modifications were intended to mimic the different survey presentations that are frequently used in fraud victimization surveys. The three contexts are as follows: (a) crime context, (b) consumer context, and (c) fraud-alone context. A third of the sample (n = 1,007) randomly received the "crime" context version, with the survey title, Crime and Fraud in the United States. The introduction read:
"We are conducting a national assessment of public attitudes toward and experience with crime. We would like you to complete a questionnaire as part of a nationally representative sample of Americans. The survey will take approximately 20 min to complete. Your answers are strictly confidential. Your participation is voluntary, but it would really help us in planning for programs to control crime and increase public safety."
Immediately preceding the questions about fraud victimization, participants in this context answered six priming questions about their recent experience with traditional crime, such as robbery, physical assault, and break-ins. These questions, adapted from the screener questions of the National Criminal Victimization Survey were intended to mimic the types of prior items that survey respondents may have encountered in criminal victimization surveys. These six screener questions (see Supplementary Appendix A) were also included in Titus et al.'s (1995) seminal study of personal fraud victimization to orient the respondents' thinking to events that were criminal in nature.
Another third of the participants (n = 1,015) were randomly assigned to the "consumer" context. The title presented to respondents in this version was Consumer Buying Behavior and Fraud in the United States, and the introductory text was similar to the "crime" introduction, but included the following differences (shown in bold):
"We are conducting a national assessment of the consumer purchasing and investing experience… Your participation is voluntary, but it would really help us to shape future policies protecting U.S. consumers."
Before the fraud questions, respondents in this context answered six priming questions about their recent experience with various consumer scenarios, such as purchasing a product from a telemarketer or attending a free lunch seminar. Several of the questions were modified from screener items in the Federal Trade Commission surveys, Consumer Fraud in the United States (Anderson, 2004 (Anderson, , 2007 (Anderson, , 2013 to mimic the types of prior items survey respondents encounter in surveys of consumer experiences.
The last third (n = 978) was randomly assigned to a "fraud-alone" context. The title of this version was Fraud in the United States and the introduction stated, "We are conducting a national assessment of fraud in the United States… Your participation is voluntary, but it would really help us to shape future policies protecting Americans from fraud."
Respondents in this group did not answer any priming questions before the fraud questions.
Measures
Dependent Variables
To measure fraud victimization, all participants were asked if they had been victimized by 20 specific types of fraud, plus any other type of fraud not mentioned. Follow-up questions asked if the fraud was attempted or successful and if the fraud occurred in the past year. The specific fraud questions included several different types of personal investment fraud (e.g., oil and gas scams, penny stocks, Ponzi schemes, etc.), and what is commonly categorized as consumer fraud (e.g., business opportunity scams, advance fee fraud, weight loss fraud, work-at-home program scams, etc.) See Supplementary Appendix B for a full list of fraud types included in the survey (The questions used in the survey were based on questions developed by the FINRA Investor Education Foundation and Applied Consulting and Research. See Financial Fraud and Fraud Susceptibility in the United States (FINRA, 2013) for more information.). The fraud question introduction included the following definition of fraud: "a misrepresentation or concealment of some fact relevant to a transaction of products or services with the intent to deceive for monetary gain" (modified from Titus et al., 1995) . For this study, fraud victimization was operationalized with a global measure of the percentage of participants who answered "yes" to at least one of any of the fraud questions. Analyses are limited to those who experienced successful fraud victimization in the past year.
Key Independent Variables
The primary independent variable in this study is survey context, which has three categories: (a) crime context, (b) consumer context, and (c) fraud-alone context. We are also interested in the ways in which age and gender may influence the effect of the survey context. The secondary independent variables include age (coded into three categories: (a) 25-34; (b) 35-64 (reference group); and (c) 65+) and a dichotomous measure of gender.
Covariates
Several factors have been identified in previous research as correlated with self-reported victimization, including: race, income, education, mental and physical health, and debt status (Anderson, 2004 (Anderson, , 2007 (Anderson, , 2013 Table 1 shows the distribution of the samples by these characteristics, with bivariate analyses showing variables with significant differences between groups. In order to achieve a parsimonious model, we employed a systematic process using Akaike Information Criterion (AIC) differences tests (McCoach & Black, 2008; Raftery, 1995) to ensure that final regression models included variables that improved overall model fit. Thus, the final regression models included four control variables: self-rated health, depressive symptoms, too much debt, and subjective social status.
Self-rated health was based on a 5-point score ranging from "1" (poor health) to "5" (excellent health). Depressive symptoms were measured using an 8-item version of the Center for Epidemiological Studies Depression (CES-D) scale that yields a range of 0 to 24, with higher scores indicating more depressive symptoms (Radloff, 1977) . We use a dichotomous indicator identifying individuals who self-report having "too much household debt." Subjective social status was measured using a modified version of the MacArthur Scale of Subjective Social Status (1999):
"Consider that the following ladder (10-point scale) represents the places that people occupy in society. Higher values on the ladder are the people who have more money, more education, and better jobs. Lower values on the ladder are the people who have less money, less education, and worse jobs (jobs with less recognition) or are unemployed. Where would you place yourself on this ladder?" Subjective social status (SSS) was measured as a continuous variable ranging from 1 to 10, with higher values representing higher subjective status.
Statistical Approach
Logistic regression was used to model the effect of survey context on self-report of fraud victimization. Two sets of models separately tested each experimental context compared to the fraud-alone context (i.e., (a) crime versus fraud-alone and (b) consumer versus fraud-alone). To address our second research question, we examined the moderating effects of age and gender using two-way and three-way interactions with survey context (i.e., survey context by age; survey context by gender; survey context by age by gender). All analyses were conducted using STATA version 13.0.
Results
To address our first research question-How does survey context impact self-reported fraud victimization?-we used logistic regression models to examine the effect of crime context versus fraud-alone (Table 2) and consumer context versus fraud-alone (Table 3) on reporting of fraud victimization. First, we assessed the direct effect of context (Model 1), and the effect of context net of the effect of the control variables (Model 2). To address our second research question-How does the effect of survey context vary by gender and age?-we tested the effect of the interactions among context, age group, and gender (shown in Models 3 through 5 in Tables 2 and 3 ) on reporting fraud victimization.
Crime Context
As shown in Model 1 of Table 2 , exposure to the crime context is associated with reporting a significantly (p < .05) lower rate of fraud victimization as compared to those in the fraud-alone context. Model 2 shows that this relationship holds (p < .05) when controlling for all covariates. Figure 1A presents predicted probabilities based on Model 2, and shows the overall effect of the crime context relative to the fraud-alone context (a 14.3% lower fraud victimization rate for crime context).
Model 3 tests whether the effect of crime context is dependent on age group. Results show that crime context is dependent on age (p < 0.05), such that being in the crime context is associated with decreased reporting for younger (aged 25-34) and older (aged 65+) adults, but has no effect for middle-aged (35-64) adults. Model 4 examines whether the effect of crime context is dependent on gender. Results indicate that crime context is not dependent on gender. Model 5 tests whether the effect of age group on context in predicting victimization rate is dependent upon gender. Results show that the effect of age group on crime context is moderated by gender (p < .01) with older women, but not older men, affected by the crime context.
The relationships among crime context, age, and gender are shown as predicted probabilities based on Model 3 (in Figure 2A ) and Model 5 (in Figure 2B and C) in Table 2 . Figure 2A shows the predicted probability of reporting fraud by age for both genders combined. This shows no effect of crime context relative to the fraud-alone context for middle-aged participants, but for those in the crime context, being a younger and older adult is associated with reporting significantly lower rates of victimization (32.5% lower for younger age and 40% lower for older adults) relative to the fraud-alone context. However, Figure 2B and C reveal that the effect of context by age is dependent upon gender. For men, as shown in Figure 2B , being a younger adult is related to 28.6% lower rates of reporting victimization for those in the crime (p = .35) relative to the fraud-alone context (p = .49). Being a middle-aged male is related to 19.4% lower reported victimization for those in the crime (p = 0.25) relative to the fraud-alone context (p = .31). However, there is no effect of crime relative to the fraud-alone context for older men. For women, as shown in Figure 2C , there is no significant difference in reported victimization for middle-aged women in crime relative to fraud alone context, but for younger and older women, reporting is significantly lower for those in the crime context. Specifically, being a younger woman is associated with 37.5% lower reporting for those in the crime context (p = .20) relative to the fraud-alone context (p = .32), and being an older woman is associated with 67.7% lower self-reported rates of victimization for those in the crime context (p = .10) relative to the fraud-alone group (p = .31).
Consumer Context
As shown in Table 3 and Figure 1B , the consumer context is not related to significant differences in self-reporting fraud victimization (Model 1), even when controlling for other factors (Model 2). Models 3-5 indicate that consumer context is not moderated by age or gender. 
Discussion
This study used an experimental design to test the effect of survey context on self-reported fraud victimization rates, and to explore if this effect varied by age and gender. We compared individuals in a survey designed to appear as a crime-based survey relative to a fraud-alone survey and one designed to appear similar to a consumer-spending survey relative to a fraud-alone survey. We hypothesized that survey context would affect self-reported fraud victimization rates and tentatively hypothesized that this relationship would be influenced by age and gender. We focus on the net effect of survey context when accounting for self-rated health, depressive symptoms, having too much debt, and subjective social status. Findings offer partial support for our hypotheses. Contrary to our hypothesis, the effect of the consumer context was not different than the fraud-alone context, even when taking into consideration the differential effects of age and gender. However, questions about fraud asked in the broader context of crime were associated with lower selfreported rates of victimization. Of particular importance, however, we found that the effect of the crime context varied by age and gender. For men, being younger, but not older, was associated with lower self-reported rates of victimization, and for middle-aged men the effect was modest. For women, the effect of context was somewhat different. Like men, being younger was associated with significantly lower self-reported victimization in the crime context and middle-aged women did not vary by context. Different from men, however, being an older woman was associated with significantly lower self-reported victimization rates in the crime context. In fact, the combined effect of being female and in the oldest age group was associated with the greatest effect of crime context on self-reported fraud victimization.
Given the projected growth in the size of the older population over the next two decades, the number of older adults at risk of experiencing fraud victimization is likely to grow substantially. Even with relatively low victimization rates compared to younger adults, the problem of fraud is particularly important for older adults because they have less time and fewer opportunities to recover from financial losses. With the shift from pension plans to individual retirement accounts, older individuals are increasingly personally responsible for managing their own retirement assets, enabling higher fraud losses. With older women most influenced by the design of a fraud victimization survey, existing studies may have inadvertently underestimated the extent of the problem for this group. In the absence of concrete evidence of criminal fraud, older women may regulate their emotions by interpreting their experiences in a more innocuous light. This study highlights the need for clearly defining the type of fraud that a survey intends to examine. Even with an explicit definition of fraud and questions about specific types of schemes, our study provides evidence that respondents' interpretation of fraud is nonetheless influenced by context. It is reasonable to assume that context effects may be further magnified in surveys where respondents are asked to self-report through more general questions about fraud victimization. The most conservative approach is for researchers to ask a series of questions about specific experiences and make the judgment of fraud victimization on the basis of uniformly applied decision rules. Our study may also have implications for the broader field of gerontological survey research. While special attention has been given to tailoring survey methodology for older adult respondents, much of this research concerns the influence of declining cognitive ability on response quality (Andrews & Herzog, 1986; Colsher & Wallace, 1989; Knäuper et al., 1997) . Studies with adult populations have shown that data quality is particularly affected when survey questions are very complex or require significant memory retrieval (Eisenhower et al., 1991) . Our findings suggest that, in addition to cognitive changes, emotional changes associated with aging may also affect survey response quality. Moreover, these changes may have differential genderbased effects as they relate to survey context.
Despite the many strengths of this study, our findings should be considered in light of several limitations. First, we are unable to understand the specific mechanisms driving the effect of survey context on self-reported fraud victimization or why the effects vary based on age and gender. It is plausible that the factors driving the variations attributed to context effects could be related to factors not measured in this particular study, or due to the unique characteristics of individuals included in the particular sample used for this study. These findings are limited in their generalizability because the sample was drawn from a standing panel of Internet survey participants, rather than a random sample of U.S. adults. Given the fact that individuals who agreed to participate in this study were offered financial remuneration and responded exclusively on a computer with Internet access, the effect of context may vary as compared to a national sample. For example, the overall educational level for our sample is higher than an average sample of adults, and it is possible that higher levels of education are driving these effects. Especially in light of the variation of findings as a function of demographics, future research is needed to explore whether context effects are robust across different samples. Finally, it is important to note that findings do not speak to which survey context yields the most accurate victimization rates. Given the well-known phenomenon of under-reporting fraud victimization, some may assume that higher victimization rates are likely to more closely approximate the true rate of fraud victimization, but this may not be the case. Depending on the precise types of fraud under study, a more restricted definition of fraud may be appropriate. While future studies can offer information about the accuracy of victimization rates obtained from different contexts, this study illustrates the effects of survey context on the reporting of victimization rates.
Notwithstanding these limitations and open questions, the present study represents an important advance in the understanding of context effects. The findings bring the field closer to an understanding of the issues that can affect the measurement of fraud victimization. Future research is needed to understand the mechanisms operating in context effects and to examine which other aspects of measurement affect fraud victimization rates. This type of research can be used to inform the production of new surveys and guide the development of effective social and health policies. In addition, future work in this area can help to allocate limited resources in a more efficient manner and, ultimately, to lead to a more accurate estimate of the extent of the personal fraud problem.
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